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Philadelphia Small Public High Schools* 

Neighborhood Admission 



Charles Carroll High School 

Thomas FitzSimons High School (Young Men’s Leadership School) 

High School of the Future** 

Kensington CAPA High School (Creative and Performing Arts) 

Kensington Culinary Arts 

Kensington International School of Business, Finance and Entrepreneurship 
Rhodes High School (Young Women’s Leadership School) 

Robert E Lamberton High School 
Sayre High School 
Roberts Vaux High School 



Small Citywide Admission 

Communications Technology High School 
Constitution High School for American Studies 
Stephen A. Douglas High School 
Motivation High School 

Philadelphia High School for Business and Technology 
Philadelphia Military Academy at Elverson 
Philadelphia Military Academy at Leeds 
A. Philip Randolph Career Academy 
Robeson High School for Human Services 

Special Admission 

Academy at Palumbo 

Arts Academy at Benjamin Rush (opened in fall 2008 and not part of this study) 

Bodine High School for International Affairs 

CAPA (Philadelphia High School for Creative and Performing Arts) 

Franklin Learning Center 

GAMP (Girard Academic Music Program) 

Lankenau High School 

Julia R. Masterman Laboratory and Demonstration School 
Parkway Center City High School 

Parkway Northwest High School for Peace & Social Justice 

Parkway West High School 

Saul High School for Agricultural Sciences 

Science Leadership Academy 

* Does not include charter schools. 



Introduction 



This report appears at an important moment for high school reform in 
Philadelphia. The School District of Philadelphia (District) and the City of 
Philadelphia have joined forces to reduce the dropout rate and better prepare stu- 
dents for post-secondary success. The District’s recently adopted strategic plan lays 
out priorities for high school reform, particularly for the lowest-performing neigh- 
borhood high schools. The current Superintendent of Schools and her leadership 
team will use this plan both to build on current efforts and to take the District, and 
its high schools, in new directions. RFA’s study, Going Small, which examined 
start-up and early implementation of the latest wave of small high school creation 
in Philadelphia between 2003 and 2008, provides data to inform these decisions. 

The study found that parents and students are interested in small high schools 
and that, across admission categories, these schools are beginning to make a dif- 
ference for student engagement and achievement. In addition, small neighborhood 
high schools seem to be a promising option for fostering success for students cur- 
rently attending large neighborhood schools. At the same time, the study finds 
that “going small” is only a first step in high school reform. Small size does not 
alleviate many of the challenges faced by neighborhood high schools and more 
supports are needed if these schools are to capitalize on the advantages of a small- 
er learning environment. The early stage of these small schools’ implementation 
makes these findings preliminary and suggests the need for further research to 
more fully assess impact. 

Small Schools’ Track Record 

Over the last 10 years, a number of school districts across the country have cre- 
ated small high schools with maximum enrollments between 400 and 700 stu- 
dents. These districts have been motivated by the belief that smaller size could 
facilitate more positive school climate, improved teaching and learning, and bet- 
ter student outcomes, particularly for youth who enter high school under-pre- 
pared. The national focus on small high schools was propelled in part by an 
infusion of funding from the Gates and other foundations. 

A decade of research has shown that small high schools can indeed improve cli- 
mate, attendance, student and teacher satisfaction, and graduation rates. 1 In 
fact, cost studies have shown that because of small schools’ ability to graduate 
more students than large high schools serving similar demographics, their cost 
per graduate is lower than that of large high schools. 2 A recent review of 

1 Recent studies of New York, Boston and Baltimore include: Huebner, T., Corbett, G.C., & 
Phillippo, K. (2007). Rethinking high school: Inaugural graduations at New York City’s new high 
schools. San Francisco, CA: West Ed ; Tung. R. & Ouimette, M. (2007). Strong results, high 
demand: A four-year study of Boston’s pilot high schools. Boston, MA: Center for Collaborative 
Education; Baltimore city’s high school reform initiative: Schools, students and outcomes. (2007). 
Education Policy Center, Urban Institute. 

2 Lawrence, B., Bigler, S., Diamond, B., Hill, B., Hoffman, J., Howley, C., Mitchell, S., Rudolph, 

D. & Washor, E. (2002). Dollars and sense: The cost-effectiveness of small schools. Cincinnati: 
KnowledgeWorks Foundation; Stiefel, L., Iatarola, P., Fruchter, N., & Berne, R. (1998). The 
costs of size of student body on school costs and performance in New York City high schools. New 
York City: Institute for Education and Social Policy. 



